"After Alexander the King (had) conquered the descendants of the children of Lot and dispelled them into the land Ḳedar (?), he saw the fierce tribes (of) the Bun-Turks who resided along the river Kur, in four cities, and their villages (were) Sarḳine-City, Ḳasṗi,
Urbnisi and Oʒraqe."
6 From Leonṭi Mroveli's adaptation of the passage it is clear that the king in question is Alexander the Great, but neither the "children of Lot" nor the "land Ḳedar" are explained here: KC. L. Mr. 17, [6] [7] [8] 7 :
aman aleksandre daiṗqṙna qȯvelni ḳideni kueqȧnisani. ese gamovida dasavlit, da ševida samqrit, šemovida črdilot, gardamovlna ḳavḳasni da movida kartlad...
"That Alexander conquered all the edges of the land. He started from the west, and went south, entered northwards, transgressed the Caucasus (mountains) and came to Kartli..."
It is but a vague idea that the "land Ḳedar", ḳedarsa mas kueqȧnasa, might be replaced by the "edges of the land", ḳideni kueqȧnisani, in this text 8 , and that the "children of Lot" have their counterpart in the "northward" direction, črdilot, of Alexander's progression. As both the "descendants of Lot" and a land (or, rather, tribe) named "Kedar" are Biblical topoi 9 , it may well be the text of the "Conversion" that has undergone changes here, rather than Leonṭi's which must have had a model quite distant from the Šaṭberd version of the legend.
Different from the "Conversion", Leonṭi Mroveli continues not with "Bun-Turks" but with "Kartvelians" in the present context, and in a very unfavourable manner indeed: KC. L. Mr. 17, [8] [9] [10] [11] ... da ṗovna qȯvelni kartvelni uboroṭes qȯvelta natesavta sǯulita. rametu col-kmrobisa da siʒvisatws ara učnda natesaoba, qȯvelsa suliersa č̣ amdes, mḳudarsa šesč̣ amdes, vitar-ca mqecni da ṗiruṭquni, romelta kcevisa c̣ armotkma uqm ars ... "... and he found all (the) Georgians worse than all tribes by (their) faith. For they did not care of (sanguinal) relations in marriage and matrimony, used to eat everything living and (even) dead, just like beasts and wild animals, and it is impossible to describe (their) customs."
In Leonṭi Mroveli's treatise, it is not the kartvelni, i.e. Georgians alone, however, who are ascribed these raw manners. Immediately afterwards, the author agrees with the "Conversion" again in introducing the "Bun-Turks", too. But different from the latter text, the term itself is combined here with another designation of a Turkic tribe, viz. qivčaq-, i.e., Qypchaqs: KC. L.Mr. 17,11-13: da ixilna ra ese natesavni sasṭiḳni c̣ armartni, romelta-igi čuen bunturkad da qivčaqȧd uc̣ odt, msxdomareni mdinaresa mas mṭḳurisasa mixvevit, dauḳwrda ese aleksandres, rametu ara romelni natesavni ikmodes mas. "And when he saw these fierce pagan tribes, whom we call Bun-Turks and Qypchaqs, who resided along the river Kur, Alexander was astonished, for no (other) tribes would do the (same)." Who, then, are the "Bun-Turks" who are reported here to have lived together with Kartvelians and Qypchaqs in East Georgia by the time of Alexander? As a matter of fact, several explanations have been proposed for their name, which seems not to be attested as such outside of Old Georgian sources. The first proposal was made by who regarded bun-turk-as a compound denoting "Turks primitifs". This assumption is in accordance with the use of the word bun-in Old Georgian, esp. of its derivative bunebawhich is the general term for "basis" or "nature". It is further supported by two later revisions of St. Nino's legend 11 which allude to buneba-explicitly in the given context, in a sort of lucus a non lucendo argumentation:
NA. 46,15-18: ixilna natesavni igi sasṭiḳni c̣ armarttani, romelta čuen ac̣ bun-turkad da qivčaqȧd uc̣ odt, msxdomareni mdinaresa zeda mṭḳurisasa mixuevit, da kalakni matni ʒlierni da cixeni priad magarni, da cxondebodes igini qȯvlad ucxod ḳacta bunebisagan, vitarca mqecni da ṗiruṭquni, romelta kcevisa c̣ armotkumay uqmar ars.
"And he saw the fierce tribes of the pagans, whom we now call Bun-Turks and Qypchaqs, residing along the river Kur, and their strong cities and very firm strongholds, and they lived (in a way) totally deviant from the nature of men, and their customs were impossible to describe." NB. 79, 3 : da ixilna natesavni sasṭiḳni c̣ armartni, romelta čuen ačat-bun-turkad uc̣ est, rametu ixilvebodes igini qȯvlad ucxod ḳacta bunebisagan, vitarca iqvnes mqecni rayme saʒulvelni. "And he saw the fierce pagan tribes, whom we call Ačat-Bun-Turks, 12 for they looked totally deviant from the nature of men, because they were somewhat ugly beasts." Brosset's proposal was but slightly altered by Nikolai Marr who suggested a translation "коренной турокъ", i.e., "original" or "old-established Turk", assuming "корень, основаніе" ("root, basis") to be the underlying meaning of bun-.
13 At the same time, Marr rejected the interpretation published by Ekvtime Taqȧišvili in the first edition of the "Conversion", according to whom the word might denote Turks as "spear-bearers" ("будет означать турка-копьеносца") 14 . As Marr correctly observed, bun-nowhere means "spear-bearer" nor even "spear" alone; in the combination bun-horolisa-appearing, e.g., in the Šaṭberd codex within the Treatise on David and Goliath by Hippolytus (243, 26; 244, 33) as a quotation from II Kings (II Sam.) 21,19, it is horol-which denotes the weapon, bun-designating the "shaft" ("ратовище") as its "basis" or "handle" ("основаніе, рукоятка") 15 . Marr was also right in underlining the coincidence with Armenian which has bown gełardan in I Kings (I Sam.) 17,7 as a perfect equivalent of bun-horolisa-. And there is hardly any room for doubt that both Armenian bown and Georgian bun-lastly reflect Middle Persian bun with its meanings "base, foundation, bottom" as proposed by Heinrich Hübschmann 16 , Ilia Abulaʒe 17 , and Mzia Androniḳašvili 18 . Thus the assumption that the term "Bun-Turks" means something like "primeval" or "original" Turkic inhabitants of Kartli seems to be well founded 19 .
However, a different view suggests itself if we consider the information provided in "Mokcevay Kartlisay" and "Kartlis Cxovreba" in a broader context. As a matter of fact, Leonṭi's text strongly reminds of a certain type of medieval legends on Alexander the Great that have come down to us in other languages, viz. Greek, Armenian, and Syriac. As a close parallel we may quote the prose version of the "Christian Legend", which is preserved in the latter language as an appendix to the Alexander Romance proper 20 . Here, both Alexander's travels into the Caucasus and the wild appearance of the people living there are described in a very similar way: This parallel suggests off-hand that the name of the "Bun-Turks" might have emerged from a corruption of the name of the "Huns", which would presuppose a confusion of h-and b-if Syriac ‫ܐ‬ ‫ܗܘ‬ = hun-āyē as occurring in the given passage (263,4) was the model. The same would hold true if bun-reflects Greek οὗνν-still spoken hun-with initial aspiration; this assumption is valid even though none of the existing Greek versions of the legend seems to use this name. The closest parallel we find among these versions is surely that of recension λ of the Alexander Romance ascribed to (Pseudo-)Kallisthenes 21 . This text does agree with the Syriac legend in denoting the "tribes of the North" as descendants of Japhet 22 , thus suggesting that the enigmatical "children of Lot" we found in the Georgian "Conversion" might have emerged from a corruption of "children of Japhet" (*iapetis švilni).
Ps.-Kall. Rec. λ, III,29 (51,10-53,7 ed.Thiel) ᾽Εξελϑὼν δὲ ᾽Αλέξανδρος ... ἔδοξεν αὐτῷ πορευϑῆναι ἐπὶ τὰ βόρεια µέρη. εὗρε δὲ ἐκεῖ ἔϑνη πονηρὰ ἐσϑίοντας σάρκας ἀνϑρώπων καὶ πίνοντας αἷµα ζώων [καὶ ϑηρίων] ὥσπερ ὕδωρ. ἰδὼν δὲ ὁ ᾽Αλέξανδρος ἐϕοβήϑη αὐτούς· ἦσαν γὰρ οἱ τοῦ ᾽Ιάϕεϑ ἀπόγονοι ... τοὺς νεκροὺς οὐκ ἔϑαπτον, ἀλλ' ἤσϑιον αὐτούς. ... "But Alexander went off ... and it seemed good to him to travel into the northern lands. There he found worthless people eating human flesh and drinking the blood of living beings [and animals] like water. When Alexander saw them, he was affrighted, for they were descendants of Japhet ... they did not bury the dead but ate them. ..."
In ending up the account of Alexander's journey to the North, the same text introduces the ethnonym of the "Turks", thus indicating a possible source for the second part of the quasicompound bun-turk-of the Georgian tradition:
Ps.-Kall. Rec. λ, III,29 (57,4-6 ed.Thiel): ἐκκαϑάρας οὖν τὰ µέρη τοῦ βορρᾶ ἐκ τῶν µιαρῶν ἐκείνων ἐϑνῶν ἔπτισα δὲ τοῖχον πρὸς ἀνατολὰς πηχέων π' τὸ ὕψος καὶ πηχῶν κ' τὸ πλάτος. καὶ διεχώρησα ἀναµέσον Τούρκων καὶ ᾽Αρµενίων. "Having cleansed the lands of the North from the defilements of those people, he built a wall against the north, 70 cubits high and 20 cubits wide, and passed through the Turks and the Armenians."
The identification of bun-with the name of the Huns still hits on two problems. First, the replacement of h-by b-can hardly be motivated phonetically 23 , and we must assume some sort of paleographic confusion instead. This assumption is equally hard but not improbable. If the replacement took place within Georgian, we must presuppose that the script involved was the ancient majuscule script, Asomtavruli, as only in this script the letters <b> and <h> are similar enough to be confusable; cp. the same pair of letters in VIIIth c. Asomtavruli (Ⴁ vs. Ⴠ), XIth c. minuscule script (Nuskhuri: b vs. h), and Modern Mkhedruli script (ბ vs. ჰ). It must be admitted in any way that a common prototype of the "Conversion of Kartli" and Leonṭi Mroveli's account was written in Asomtavruli majuscules, given that similar confusions must be assumed for other passages of the "Conversion", too 24 .
The second problem consists in the fact that the name of the Huns does exist in Old Georgian sources in a different form, viz. hon-. As a matter of fact, this form is met with in the "Conversion" itself, side by side with bun-turk-, in the continuation of the passage treated above. 21 Cf. the edition in Thiel (1959) . 22 The same notion is also found in the parallel passage of two redactions of the Apocalypsis by (Pseudo-) Methodius (edited in Thiel 1959: 72-75); here we read: ἔνθα καὶ ἑώρακεν ἔθνη ἀκάθαρτα καὶ δυσειδῆ ἅ εἰσι τῶν υἱῶν Ἰάφεθ ἀπόγονοι / ἔνθα καὶ ἑώρακεν ἔθνη ἀκάθαρτα καὶ εἶδεν ἐκεῖ ἐκ τῶν υἱῶν Ἰάφεθ ἀπογόνους (72, 5-7 / 73, 5-6). 23 A. Vovin drew my attention to the Greek ethnonym ϕρυν-which occurs in Strabo's Geography (11, 11, 1, 15) and denotes a people in the neighbourhood of the Chinese (σηρ-) and Bactria; this might represent an older variant of the name of Huns (< *hwrung) and underlie Georgian bun-. The sound substitution involved would be unparalleled, however, even though Old Georgian does possess examples of Middle Iranian fr-being substituted by br-(cf. Gippert 1993: 267-8 and 223-4 We must note, however, that Leonṭi's text contains another information that might be decisive here. Based on his equation of Zanavi with a "quarter of the Jews", Ekvtime Taqȧišvili proposed to read ho~nni, i.e. an abbreviated form of "ჰურიანნი, т.е. евреи" in the Conversion 25 . As the Georgian Jews are generally believed to be of Babylonian provenance, this explanation seems to have a good deal in its favour 26 , even though it does not account for the double n, the plural nominative of huria-"Jew" being huriani instead.
On the other hand, this explanation will hardly work for the dative plural form honta appearing at the end of the passage, as the corresponding form of huria-would be huriata, with no n at all. What is more, there can be no doubt that Old Georgian did possess a stem hon-denoting the "Huns". This is attested, e.g., in the legend of St. Šušaniḳ 27 , allegedly an authentic report of the late Vth or early VIth century, written by a contemporary of the Saint and generally assumed to be the oldest extant non-translated literary text in the Old Georgian language. Here, the people named hon-are the adversaries of the vicegerent (ṗiṭiaxši, vitaxa) Speroy, or asi Čorox, zOwrbnis, zKasb, Owpʽliscʽixē, or asi Tearn-berd, zMcʽxetʽa -ztʽałkʽn' or Sarkina kočʽecʽaw, zCʽixēdid, or ē berd mec, ew Zawanoy tʽałn Hrēicʽ ... "At that time, the Great Alexander arose... He came from the west to the north, and having travelled through the east, he entered the land of the shadow 31 . And he went from Mt. Caucasus into the land of the Georgians. And he was astonished about their disgustful life. And as he saw many strongholds (there) and he was busy for six months with his troops (trying) to conquer them, (viz.) C̣ unda, Xertvisi, Oʒrqe which was built at the rock of Ladasi, Tuġarisi above the river Sṗeri, which is (also) called Čoroxi, Urbnisi, Ḳasṗi, Upliscixe which means Fortress of the Lord, Mcxeta -(its) quarters which are called Sarḳine, Cixedidi, which means Big Fortress, and Zanavi (!), the quarter of the Jews ..." 28 Here quoted by paragraph number, page and lines after the edition Tēr-Mkrtčean / Kanayeancʽ (1909) . 29 Note that the historical setting of St. Šušaniḳ's legend agrees with that of Agathangelos' History in mentioning Derbent under the name Čor-, too: xolo ṗiṭiaxši čord c̣ aremarta da ǯoǯiḳ, ʒmay misi, ara daxuda, odes sakmē ese ikmna c̣ midisa šušaniḳis zeda "But the vitaxa had moved off to Čor, and Ǯoǯiḳ, his brother, was not present when this affair happened to St. Šušaniḳ" (ch. X: 22,11-12). For other peculiarities of the Old Georgian legend agreeing with features of Old Armenian cf. Gippert (1991: 82-84) . 30 Cf. the edition in Abulaʒe (1953) , here quoted by page and lines (as PV). 31 Cmakayin erkir is a literal translation of *kueqȧna-črdiloysa-, lit. "land of the shadow", the term underlying Georgian črdiloet-i "North".
In another passage, however, the Patmowtʽiwn Vracʽ does use the term hon-. This passage is concerned with the King David the Builder (Davit Aġmašenebeli) and his wife Guaranduxṭ, and the period in question is the XIth-XIIth century A.D.:
PV 244,3-9: Ew kin nora Gorandowxt dowstr ēr Kiwčʽałacʽ glxaworin, aysinkʽn Honacʽ` Atʽrakay. ew nocʽa awgnowtʽeambn hnazandeacʽ ztʽagaworsn Awsetʽoy. ew ar̄ patands i nocʽanē, ew arar xałałowtʽiwn i mēǰ Awsacʽ ew Honacʽ. "And his wife Gorandowxt was the daughter of the head of the Kipchaks, i.e., the Huns, Atʽrakay. And with their help, he subdued the kings of Ossetia. And he took hostages from them, and he made peace between the Ossetes and the Huns."
Equating the hon-with the kiwčʽał-, i.e., the Qypchaqs, the Armenian text differs considerably from its Georgian model, the chapter on "He had married the blessed and very beautiful queen Guaranduxṭ, a child of the leader of the Qypchaqs, Atraka the son of Šaraġan ... Therefore he sent out faithful men and invited the Qypchaqs and his father-in-law. They entered Ossetia, and the kings of Ossetia and all their leaders approached them and stood like servants in front of them. And they took hostages from both the Ossetes and the Qypchaqs, and in this way he easily reunited them. And he made happiness and peace between them like brothers."
On the other hand, it is just this equation which is reminiscent of the "Bun-Turks" and "Qypchaqs" being named side by side in Leonṭi Mroveli's account of Alexander, and it is highly probable that the two passages are linked with each other, given that King David is explicitly compared with the Greek emperor right before: KC D.A. 335,16-336,1: da msgavsad aleksandressa kmna ... amistwsca aman meoreman aleksandre ganizraxa sivrcita gonebisata, rametu sxuaebr ara iqȯ ġone, dauc̣ qȯda ḳetilad qivčaqṫa natesavisa simravle ... "And he acted similarly to Alexander ... and therefore this second Alexander considered with the width of (his) wit that there was no other means, (for) he knew the size of the tribe of the Qypchaqs well ..."
In this way, even the later text tradition supports the assumption that the term bun-turk-of the "Conversion of Kartli" and its adaptations emerged from a contamination of the ethnonyms "Huns" and "Turks" appearing in a legend on Alexander which must have been used as its source. This assumption implies the misreading and / or misspelling of the former term in an Asomtavruli manuscript source of the "Conversion" and its spread into all later text variants (as secondary attestations); all this may well have been facilitated by popular etymology associating bun-with notions of "nature", "ground", or "origin(ality)". At the same time, the term hon-in the Šaṭberd-version of Mokcevay Kartlisay may be regarded as re-introduced into the legend on the basis of a parallel source, possibly as an (interlinear) gloss. As to the coexistence of hon-and *hun-, one should keep in mind that the latter stem was partly homonymous with that of hune-"horse" which might have led to confusion; cf. the text on the destruction of Jerusalem in 614 A.D. ascribed to a certain Antiokhos Strategos, where the form honebi appears instead of huneebi "horses" in an allusion to the submersion of the Pharao's troops in the exodus of the Israelites' (Ex. 14,18-28):
Ant.Strat. Exp.Ier. V,18 33 :
da merme, odes ǯer učnda ġmertsa damqobay mati, eṭlebi igi da honebi mati daiqsna da sṗarazenebay aġč̣ urvilta matta daintka. "And then, when it seemed appropriate to God to destroy them, their chariots and horses were dissolved and the equipment of their armed (forces) was swallowed."
It depends on the reliability of the alleged sources then, i.e, the Alexander Romance and its derivates, whether the existence of "Hunnic Turks" in Southern Caucasia can be assumed for the time of the Macedonian king. As a matter of fact, it is hardly conceivable that we have reliable historical information here. Instead it is highly probable that the items concerning the "Huns" were integrated into the Alexander tradition not earlier than the year 515 A.D., possibly even about a hundred years later, in 628 A.D., when there were actual "Hunnic" or, rather, Khazar attacks in the Caucasus. At least for the Syriac "Christian Legend" there are clear indications of its having been compiled by that period 34 .
The connection of "Huns" with Alexander's conquest thus remains a mere anachronism, and it is by far not the only anachronism we find in the "Conversion of Kartli" 35 or Leonṭi Mroveli's chronicle. And indeed, there is at least one more coincidence that must be dealt with in this context. Different from the "Conversion", Leonṭi begins his account of the history of Georgia not with Alexander but in much earlier times. After speculations about the descendance of the Caucasian peoples from Targamos, i.e. the Biblical patriarch Togarmah, a grandson of Japhet 36 , he deals in extenso about prehellenic times, and it is within this context that he first introduces the "Turks": KC L.Mr. 14,13-14: da šemdgomad amissa raodentame c̣ elic̣ adta ucalo ikmna keḳaṗos, mepe sṗarsta, rametu ic̣ qȯ brʒola turkta. "And several years after that Keḳaṗos, the Persian king, became busy, for he began to struggle against the 'Turks'."
In the passage in question Leonṭi is declaredly referring to a source he has used, viz. a text styled "The Life of Persia" which must be some prototype of Firdausī's Šāhnāme, and the "Turks" mentioned must be the "Turanians" of Iranian tradition 37 :
KC L.Mr. 14,21-23:
šemdgomad amissa mciredta c̣ elta ḳualad gamogzavna amanve keḳaṗos ʒis-c̣ uli misi, ʒe šioš bednierisa, romeli moiḳla turkets, vitarca c̣ eril ars c̣ ignsa sṗarsta cxovrebisasa. šemdgomad amissa raodentame c̣ elic̣ adta gamogzavna keḳaṗos, sṗarsta mepeman, ʒe misi, romelsa erkua paraboroṭ, sṗita didita somexta da kartvelta da qȯvelta targamosianta zeda. xolo šeḳrbes ese qȯvelni targamosianni, miegebnes da daec̣ evnes adarbadagans, da ioṭes paraboroṭ, da mosres sṗa misi. "Some years after that Keḳaṗos, the king of the Persians, sent his son, who was called Paraboroṭ, with a big army against the Armenians and Georgians and all the descendants of Targamos. But all these descendants of Targamos gathered, moved off to Azerbaijan and ravaged it, and they drove Paraboroṭ away and defeated his army."
